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Abstract: In recent years, co-design research has moved into the heart of business
and organisational matters of concern. As a consequence of that fact, the idea of
what design is capable of evolves into something that does not only encompass
product and service design, but also at the same time changes organisations’ way of
doing things – or in other words, it challenges the organisational culture and the
mindset of the decision-makers as a way towards the successful embedding of a
project within the organisation. This paper investigates how the development of a
new service design project together with integrated co-design interventions might
raise the chances for creating a shift in decision-maker mindset and viewpoints.
Additionally, we take a closer look at what consequence this has for the structure of
the design process and the investigations and actions taken. Drawing on the
empirical data from a three-month-long collaborations between students and
companies, this paper presents the findings on ways to elicit decision-maker codesign interventions that enable and sustain the necessary support for a specific
service design concept. In the end, we argue that, as a matter of course, a new
service design will lead to significant organisational changes; therefore, this might as
well be addressed from the very beginning. This creates a path for design to
intervene in and gain influence over various organisational levels in support of a
specific service design project, hence becoming a stronger interventionist force.
Keywords: Service design; Co-design; Design intervention; Design games

1. Introduction
Over the years, we have experimented with several course set-ups in which master’s
students collaborate with companies on a specific business service design case problem or
opportunity. This has resulted in – at least at the outset and based on feedback – successful
service design concepts that the decision makers could bring into the organisation. Based on
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these courses, we observed the tendency that those groups who took into consideration the
decision-makers’ viewpoint and attitude, as well as challenged them even in the fuzzy front
end of the project, were most successful; at least this was the case for those groups that
went for a new, radical service design rather than optimisation. In various other company
collaboration projects, we have demonstrated how co-design interventions can be fairly
strong as an enabler of shared communication, mutual understandings and initiate
reframing (Buur & Gudiksen 2012; Gudiksen 2014). Based on these initial observations and
the co-design research conducted, we wanted to further explore how to assist students in
raising the odds for a successful organisational decision-maker’s adoption of a new service
design.
It seems that we are not alone in having this promising agenda. In a recent article, influential
design thinkers Tim Brown and Roger Martin discussed the importance of design
interventions within organisations as part of the development of new product-service design
projects. They particularly expressed the need to initiate ‘iterative interaction with the
decision maker’. They further elaborate by calling these interventions with the decision
makers ‘more critical to success than the design of the artefacts themselves’ (Brown &
Martin 2015, pp. 58–61). Also, in Dorst’s seminal work on designers’ frame creation process,
he notes that a key issue is to ‘crack open and investigate assumptions’ of stakeholders
(Dorst 2015, p. 52). However, Brown, Martin and Dorst provide few concrete examples of
how and when to approach this, and, in earlier books by IDEO-related authors, this was not
an explicit concern (See Kelley & Littman 2006; Brown 2009; Kelley & Kelley 2013).
Additionally, dealing with the viewpoint of the decision-makers and taking into
consideration the organisational change perspective have, in design research over the years,
been an afterthought that is first addressed when a new service design concept is presented,
or it has simply been dealt with separately. This might leave it up to the service design
concept itself to create all the changes in the final delivery to the company.
However, it is emphasized from various organisational change researchers that to create a
successful transformative organisational change involves challenging fundamental
assumptions, beliefs and values as part of the organisational culture (Argyris et al. 1985;
Rosseau 1995; Argyris 2010). According to Junginger and Sangiorgi service designers’ need
‘to re-think the organisation elements around the new service experience’ (Junginger &
Sangiorgi 2009, p.8).
As a consequence of the underexplored intersection between service design and
organisational change, we developed an ambitious three-month-long master’s student
collaboration with companies in which we relied on both service design approaches and codesign interventions. Each group was assigned a service business case. The collaboration
included three co-design intervention hubs with the decision-maker. With point of departure
in these collaborations we explore the research question:
How can the development of a new service project together with integrated co-design
interventions in organisational change raise the chances for creating a shift in decisionmaker mindset and viewpoints?
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As part of this, we also take a more concrete look at the co-design interventions in the
development hubs and investigate whether they trigger a new framing or investigative
action and why this might happen.
The paper is structured as follows: We begin with a theoretical outline of the similarities and
differences between service design and co-design in relation to the specific field of concern.
The research method is then presented in detail before we turn to the two cases. Lastly, the
two service business cases are compared, and we conclude with the initial findings.

2. Service design & Co-design
In order to understand why we took this point of departure in the course, we first need to
investigate the research fields of service design and co-design, which currently have begun
to overlap and intersect with one another.

2.1 Service design
A major difference between service design and, for instance, product design is whether one
is designing for a single interaction with one product, object or digital device or if a series of
events, cues, interactions or touchpoints take place, leading to interactions across time and
space. For instance, Shostack introduced the notion of touchpoint thinking by stating that
‘the design of service should therefore incorporate the orchestration of tangible evidence –
everything the consumer uses to verify the service’s effectiveness’ (Shostack 1984, p. 136).
Carbone and Hackel (1994) likewise argue that the role of the service provider, producer or
designer is to orchestrate ‘clues’. Several subsequent articles echo this aspect of service
design, sometimes calling it ‘service encounters’, ‘experience points’ or ‘cues’ as synonyms
for the popular, broadly used term ‘touchpoint’ (Bitner et al. 2008; Chesbrough 2010;
Zomerdijk & Voss 2010). The service design begins at the moment a customer comes in
contact with the organisation and continues until the customer ends contact.
A specific service design, with its many touchpoints, involves many stakeholders –
management, research and development employees, marketers, partners and
customers/end-users. It seems that, inevitably, introducing a new service design project
requires the support of many stakeholders and, in particular, the management; otherwise, it
will probably be short-lived. This adds to the increased need to iteratively work with the
various stakeholder viewpoints, the current organisational culture and the decision-makers’
willingness to support a new service design perspective. However, as of yet, a great deal of
the service design research has focused on the relationship between company and
customers.

2.2 Co-design
In co-design and in the overlapping field of participatory design, users have been important
partners in this area of the design process for decades (Simonsen & Robertson 2012).
Specifically, participatory design began as a political response to the then-current system
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design approach where researchers or engineers created the system, but the workers were
not included before the system was launched. The resulting design solutions were thus not
ideal for the workers. As the use of co-design and participatory design spreads through
service, business models and organisational change, and is integrated into the general
innovation agenda (Buur & Matthews 2008), the technology perspective might remain
implicit, but it is only a part of a broader agenda. In a complex meeting of many
professionals’ expertise, a central aspect of co-design projects is the creation and application
of tools and techniques for stakeholders to collaboratively experiment with reframing and
design directions (Gudiksen 2015) as well as create space for collective creativity and
surfacing tacit knowledge (Sanders & Stappers 2012; Polanyi 1962). In these new co-design
application areas the assumption is that tools and techniques must be designed with specific
stakeholders in mind and thus can differ from previous co-design and participatory design
mock-ups, design games, participatory sketches and prototypes. Moreover, these co-design
interventions might incorporate principles from organisational change theory, which deal
with the history of the organisation, the various stakeholders’ viewpoints and the previous
attempts to solve a particular problem (Kotter 1995). Additionally, key attention is given to
creating a linkage between the present system and the future system (Maurer 2010). In light
of this, it can be argued that one must return to first principles in crafting these co-design
tools and techniques.

3. Research method
This work is based on design-based action research – that is, intervention experiments in
design workshops in which students, through guiding principles, engaged participants in
dealing with the potential decision-maker mindset shift and organisational change
consequences of the service design initiative. This type of intervention experiment is in the
same family as Schön’s notion of exploratory experiments, in which an action is undertaken
only to see what follows, as well as move-testing experiments, in which there is a possible
end in mind (Schön 1983).
The results are further based on research-through-design (Frayling 1993; Archer 1995) and
an experiential inquiry cycle composed of four steps (Kolb 1984): (1) designing the
interventions, (2) conducting design interventions through design tools in the hubs, (3)
observing the action and (4) reflecting based on relevant theory with the purpose of
extracting design intervention principles and propositional knowledge. We report from
experiments with two service business cases. They were chosen for deeper analysis partly
because they moved beyond the optimisation of an existing service design and, in part, they
showed the potential to move discussions in radical new directions. Therefore, the cases
function as design exemplars (Binder & Redström 2006).
The analysis is based on empirical materials, such as notes and observations from the
interventions days, as well as video recordings of the entire activity. Video can be considered
a vital addition to the direction of research-through-design, because it helps document and
communicate the results, thus preventing the results from being a mere gathering of
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reference materials (Frayling 1993). The video recordings were transcribed and analysed
through the use of interaction analysis (Jordan & Henderson 1995). In the cases, we go
directly to the crucial and decisive moments in the design intervention sessions. By
comparing incidents across the sessions, we are able to propose how the design intervention
scaffolds the discussions of decision-maker change issues related to the service design
initiative.

4. Course set-up
The three-month-long collaboration between the students and the companies was divided
into three hubs with time to investigate in-between them, to both develop the service
design concept and the supporting change actions.
4.1 Hub 1 – Mutual understanding & Shared communication
The first hub focused on the first meeting between the service business company owner and
the students. The students were presented with various communication and mapping tools
that they could use to help move along the first dialogue. The first meeting is central to
reach shared communication and create an initial framing of both the service design
initiative and the past and current organisational business aspects and culture.
4.2 Hub 2 – Framing & Reframing
In the second hub, the students were introduced to co-design tools that are vital for
reframing a specific design and for exploring and explicating otherwise tacit knowledge
(Polanyi 1962). The co-design subfield of design games was used at this point as inspiration,
as these games have proved useful in challenging a specific frame and in initiating reframing
in previous research (Brandt 2006; Author 2015). Still, the students had to take into
consideration the decision-maker, other stakeholders and the organisational culture.
4.3 Hub 3 – Conceptualising & Sustaining
In the last hub, the students used digital platforms and mediums, which can showcase
concepts and establish a strong frame as well as argumentative points. In this hub, the focus
was more on sustaining and furthering the work through ‘sense-giving’ than through ‘sensemaking’ so that the company owner could understand the service design concept and the
underlying organisational consequences.
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Hub 1

Hub 2

Hub 3

Mutual Understanding
Shared communication

Framing
Reframing

Conceptualising
Sustaining

Service design problem

Business model and
organisational culture issues

Understanding decision maker

Investigative service actions

Service design (re)framing

Investigative service actions

Service design concept

Investigative organisational
actions

Business model and
organisational culture changes

Investigative organisational
actions

Investigative decision maker
practises

Challeging decision maker

Investigative decision maker
practises

Business model and
organisational culture changes

Surprising decision maker

Figure 1 Illustration of the course set-up with the three hubs and the investigations and
actions in-between these.

5. Case one – Gourmet Tea Company
In the first case, a student group dealt with a small Danish business that sells gourmet teas
and tea accessories online. The company's values included trust, authenticity and joy, and its
vision was to provide pauses for relaxation and joy for its customers. The company's owner
had a wish to reach a younger target group in the 20–30-year-old age range through the
digital platforms already used: Facebook, Instagram and a website.
After conducting research on the different platforms, it became clear for the student group
that the company's website (which also is the only place customers can buy the products)
was fairly anonymous and had a classic 'sales-website' feeling to it. Since the number of
online stores is exponentially rising, this lack of appeal was clearly an unsuitable and
unfavourable situation for the company. From the perspective of experiential service design
(Zomerdijk & Voss 2010), a company should pay close attention to the ways by which a
brand image can be differentiated and create cues through which the customers can interact
with the brand identity. Thus, this became the initial focus for the student group working
with this case – that is, how a redesign of the website could create user experiences that
could potentially convey the company's values to its customers.

5.1 Hub 1 – Mutual understanding & Shared communication
In the first meeting with the company owner (abbreviated to CO), the group decided to take
a more in-depth look at the current business model of the company, since there was a lack
of information on the value delivery (internal value chain) and value capture part (revenues)
in the company – that is, the internal value chain and the current revenues. Furthermore,
creating a shared understanding of the business model was a prerequisite in dealing with the
case, as the group anticipated that they would possibly have to change aspects of this.

1764

Bridging service design with integrated co-design decision maker interventions

To involve the CO in dialogue about the business model, the group used Osterwalder and
Pigneur's (2010) Business Model Canvas as a mapping tool. The group found it useful since it
gives a good overview of the structures that exist in a business model in general, and further
it functions as a concrete framework for the CO to relate to. In this way, the group tried to
avoid a situation in which the first meeting would become merely unfocused, rather 'loose
talk' about her business; however, the group also bore in mind that the canvas might only
work as an initial frame-setter and not as tool for reframing.
During the meeting, the CO was to map the nine sectors of the Business Model Canvas (see
Fig. 2). Through the first meeting, it became clear to the group that the CO had much
ambition for the company, especially related to value propositions she could offer
customers. The group noticed that she found it difficult to commit to a concrete value
proposition strategy. Another observation the group noticed as part of the dialogue was that
she had an incredible amount of tacit knowledge (Polanyi 1962) about tea and the values
she attributes to it. The first meeting had two main outputs that triggered two actions for
further work with the case.

Figure 2 The tea company's business model canvas

The first was that the group had to investigate more into 'the world of tea', which they did
by preparing a questionnaire that was distributed to potential tea-drinkers. The focus of the
questionnaire was the values which the respondents connected with tea, allowing the group
to gain deeper insights into the values associated with this phenomenon. In total, the group
received approximately 300 responses within a week. The values in relation to tea drinking
from the questionnaire were categorised into nine themes in affinity diagrams (Kolko 2011),
from which the group could see that there was greatest consensus on the following values:
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the flavour of the tea itself, the social aspect, the ‘coziness’ and the relaxation – all of which
the group indirectly tried to support through the new website.
The second action was related to the company owner’s reluctance to make concrete choices
about the company's future, why the group discussed how to reduce the many options she
would continuously bring into play. As we shall see in the next hub, the group took this into
consideration as they prepared the next co-design decision-maker intervention.

5.2 Hub 2 – Framing & Reframing
The second development hub was based on a design game that the group developed for the
CO. The reason the group chose to develop a game was so that they would have an element
of play – what Huizinga (1949) defines as 'not serious' – since it stands outside of the
ordinary world. As well, design games are a way to create a partly open structure for the
dialogue through the procedures, rules and materials (Author 2015). The group found this to
be ideal because, by creating a game, they could get the CO to 'play' her way through
choices, thereby dealing openly and creatively with the challenge as well as enabling an
alternative way to reach controlled convergence (Pugh 1991) – that is, creating a decision
route. The game involved a fictional journey, which was dubbed 'from passion to vision' by
the group. The game comprised four main areas that, in short, represented the segments
which the CO had employed to build the company from scratch and in which she regularly
had to make specific choices.
The first area was the 'tea-fields', through which the CO was to talk about how her passion
for tea started. The reason for doing so was to allow the group to obtain elements of the
storytelling that could later be applied in the design of the website. In the second area, she
had to choose between a selection of various personas (Goodwin 2011), which the group
had developed beforehand, and place them in a hierarchical triangle with the main persona
on top. This was again to get the CO to make a definite choice and so that they could target
the terms of the website to the selected personas.
In the third area, the CO was to connect her products with different value words. The reason
for this was so that the group could identify the values behind the products so the website
could make use of these indirectly. The last area was the most interesting. Here, the
representative was to make an important choice: whether she would walk the same path as
her competitors in relation to marketing and branding or whether she would take a chance
and go a radically different way.
Student: ‘the choice is whether you will go, somewhat, the same way as your
competitors, or whether you want to take a chance, and go a little more in an
uncertain direction – try something new in relation to your company's image’.
Company owner: ‘I have to come down here (in the uncertain road, ed.), because up
here (at the competitors, ed.), there are some very different means and knowledge
about the tea business. So I have to differentiate my business in some way’.
Student: ‘Do you have any idea how to differentiate your business?’
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Company owner: ‘That is the big question I have been thinking a lot about. But I want
to do it a bit different than the others. I am thinking about the visual and personal
aspects of my business. I can do it a lot more personally than the competitors’.

Through the design game, the main finding was that CO was motivated to do something
different from her competitors and thereby try to differentiate the company in the market.
Also, the design game led to several decisions and directions for the upcoming service design
concept.

Figure 3 The company owner playing the design game – making decisions on how to differentiate.

5.3 Hub 3 – Conceptualising & Sustaining
After the second development hub, the group had enough data to begin the redesign of the
website. The collected data from the questionnaire was sorted with an affinity diagram
(Kolko 2011) by the group, so they could see the patterns of which value words most
respondents related to drinking tea. After the affinity diagram, the tool insight combination
(Kolko 2011) was applied to explore ideas for the website design. Here, the data from both
the design game and the questionnaire were used to initiate ideas and for the qualitative
judgment of these ideas (Nelson & Stolterman 2003). The idea which was found to be most
suitable through the data and the abductions was that the website should be designed as a
planet with four sub-sites, each with its own world (see Fig. 4). Rapid-prototyping was used
(Cao et al. 2014) to develop the website continuously so that the group could quickly make
additions and corrections as they analysed the data.
Therefore, the third development hub was a presentation of a more or less functional
version of a final website that differed significantly from other tea-websites, although in a
less detailed form. The prototype was posted online on a test site so that the CO had the
opportunity to explore it further. The group found it useful to have a prototype with actual
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interaction opportunities so that the CO could provide feedback on these. Moreover, the CO
could provide the group with more constructive feedback, as she had a clear picture of what
the student group thoughts behind the design were.

Figure 4 The final redesign of the website. Centre: The main site. Corners: The four sub-sites.

5.4 Company owner feedback and what happened next
The CO was, in general, positive about the design, because she could relate it to her own 'tea
universe'. After the third development hub, the group held user tests of the website using
the DECIDE-method (Preece et al. 2002), since the focus in their case was on branding
through user experiences. Overall, the CO was pleased with the redesign of the website.
However, she stated that it would not be used in its full form since it would be costly to
implement. She said, however, that the group had given her an eye-opener in terms of what
one might do to differentiate a brand. In relation to the interventions, she particularly
credited the design game from hub 2, since she could see the value in the structure it
provided, resulting in concrete choices in relation to the company's future.

5. Case two – Art supplies company
The second case concerned a Danish company that develops, produces and sells high-quality
office and art supplies with some of the products being well known for decades. The
company had 25 employees and a turnover of 25 million Dkr. annually. The initial contact for
the group was with the CEO and owner of the company. The initial description of the
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problem as perceived by the CO pointed to problem areas concerned with the establishment
and maintenance of a relationship with the customers of the future, defined as people under
30, who did not grow up with pen and paper the same way their parents did due to the
technological evolution of information technology.

6.1 Hub 1 – Mutual understanding & Shared communication
The student group prepared a structured interview in two rounds, first using the Business
Model Canvas (Osterwalder & Pigneur 2010) and secondly using The Strategic Pyramid
(Neumeier 2012). As communicative tools, these models provided a common context for the
group and the CO to speak about his business and gave insights into both the organisational
structures and strategies of the company. The strategic pyramid was added to touch upon
strategic elements rather than merely the business model issues.
As the interview progressed, it became clear to the group that CO had much to say and that
he had trouble sticking to simple, clear answers – which was a similar issue for the group in
the first case. This made it difficult to work through the proposed models, and it seemed to
require stronger facilitation to conduct the interview. Even with structured questions, the
CO told many elaborate stories, and the interview shifted into a more narrative interview
form (Mishler 1986).
Despite a lack of overview, the interview yielded much data, which, given the narrative
interview form, would require structuring before further analysis. Among the insights the
group noticed an expression from the CO that seemed very central to his strategic way of
dealing with new ideas:
Company owner: ‘In my drawer, I have many ideas that lie far above and beyond ... but
yes, I really do my best to not think about it, because when I do, I get all confused’

As we shall see, this was later used in the next co-design intervention. Through the analysis
of the interview data and subsequent affinity mapping – in this case, the KJ-method
(Kawakita 1975) and a modified Business Model Canvas for structure – the student group
achieved a more nuanced understanding of the company. Both its internal structure and
processes had become discernible, and it became clear to the group that the company was
at the beginning of a greater organisational change.
Within the last year they had replaced all their IT systems with open-source systems, they
had built an in-house storage facility with a shipping area and they were also in the process
of changing both business name and business identity. Meanwhile, there was an on-going
increase in customers. The on-going changes and increase in orders created problems in
terms of keeping up with orders and at the same time dealing with the changes the company
was undergoing. Furthermore, the interview provided insights into the mindset and attitude
of the CO and what impact he had on the company. After the initial interview, the group
decided to step back, disregard the initial problem as perceived by the CO and move forward
with uncovering the multifaceted problem area.
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6.2 Hub 2 – Framing & Reframing
To explore the now-identified problem areas and to identify others, the student group
created a design game with offset in the expression used by CO in the first intervention: ‘the
drawer where future projects are kept’. The game was inspired by the ‘negotiation &
workflow oriented design game’. Brandt uses this type of design game to identify and
develop new work processes (Brandt 2006), though here it was used for exploring the
company’s strategies with the drawer metaphor as an opener. With this type of design
game, the group sought to establish a common language to talk about the existing tasks as
well as future developments.
The group also constructed the game as a framework with artefacts to promote facilitation
in order to prevent the CO from deviating onto other topics, as experienced in the initial
interview. Although the group considered other stakeholders at this stage, the CO was the
only participant since he was responsible for the business strategy and had the primary
decision-making authority. By applying his own metaphor of ‘the drawer’, the group aimed
to invite the CO into the design game to generate co-decisions on which route to follow. The
game materials comprised a game board with a drawer placed on top and tokens in the
shape of Popsicle sticks to be written on with a sharpie as the projects in the drawer were
identified. On the game board, three rings marked the steps leading to the implementation
area, which was regarded as the goal zone. The first round of the game was for the CO to
move tokens from the drawer through the rings on the game board to the goal zone (Fig. 5).

Figure 5 The ‘drawer’ with the three circles

The second round of the game was to capture that which had come to light during the first
round of the game. For this, the students created a second game board constructed as an
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oversized coordinate table with the axes Interest and Time. By having the CO prioritise the
Popsicle sticks by placing them in the table, the group expected to see a visual
representation of the problem areas through a time-interest perspective. When it was
disclosed to the CO that he had to write out the future projects he had in the drawer, he had
an unexpected reaction. He expressed feeling both uncomfortable and anxious talking about
future projects:
CO: ‘It is a little anxiety-provoking sort of….I’m I suppose to stand here or what?’
Student: ‘Yes, you can stand wherever you like’.
CO: ‘It is anxiety-provoking in the sense that I have made an effort to put away (ed. in
the metaphorical drawer) ideas that surface yet have no relevance within three years.
Those ideas will be put in the drawer because they could disturb. I should not talk to
my employees about them as they will just get confused. I should also be very careful
about what I might think of … because … but … what is it called … I would like to talk
about it, it is exciting’.
Student: ‘But that is actually not the point. How should I explain this … we will have to
figure out what it is … what the three most important issues are for something to
come out of the drawer. The things you have written here (student points to the
drawer) define what will be written here (students points to the three circles)’.

This caused the group to immediately adjust the game in order to make the CO feel safe by
changing focus to the ‘existing projects underway’ instead of ‘future projects’. After
adjusting the game to better accommodate the CO it progressed as planned. A few times he
darted off into non-relevant anecdotes, but he willingly complied with efforts to bring him
back into the game by use of the artefacts. It can be proposed that the reason these
moments of anxiety occurred was the inquisitive attention from the group; however, the
group might also have needed to partake actively in the process instead of passively
watching the CO, which was what happened next.
The second course of the game offered a breakthrough – not just for the group but for the
CO as well. The finished visual representation on the second game board was an external
snapshot of his company’s current strategies as he saw them in his head. He expressed
surprise at seeing it outside his head – his tacit knowledge had surfaced (Polanyi 1962). The
second course of the game also made it clear to the group which problem areas required
attention, as observed in the company’s time-interest game board (Fig. 6).
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Customization

Values

Figure 6 Analysis of the priorities in the second game board: interest vs time. The focus on
customization and co-creation.

Based on these findings, the group explored the processes of B2B and B2C orders by
conducting a go-along (Kusenbach 2003) – collecting data regarding stakeholders and touch
points in the value chain. A modified ‘service blue print’ was applied (Bitner et al. 2008) for
analysing the data collected in the go-along.

6.3 Hub 3 – Conceptualising & Sustaining
The solution developed was an interactive digital concept for optimising and simplifying the
customised order flow for the B2B segment – the internal part of the value chain. The
objective was to uncover the internal handling of both B2B and B2C customizing orders. In a
typical service blueprint both customer actions and front-end has high priority since the way
in which Bitner et al. (2008) defines services revolves around the customer. The group
considered the video recordings from the go-along as physical evidence and the basis for the
following analysis. Therefore physical evidence was not included in the visual
representation, as it was the empirical data for analysis. Since the group point of interest
was in identifying the actual order flow with the order in focus, they modified the visual
representation to accommodate this point of view. The customer then became a
stakeholder in the order flow along with the internal stakeholders, and the group could
visually monitor and log how orders moved through the company, as documented in the
recordings (see service blueprint Fig. 7).
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Figure 7 The Status quo in the company (top). The new edition from the group with the co-created
meeting through a new plugin (bottom).

The group decided to present the identified problem, the status quo and the new solution in
a short animated video, creating a narrative to convey the full concept and to highlight by
comparison how the solution differed from the status quo in the company – and how these
changes could benefit the company. The video medium has several characteristics that the
group found useful in communicating the concept – one of which is the ability to tell
complex stories in a simple and fast manner (Berger 2012). By using whiteboard animation,
music, sound effects and speech, the group created a short video with a high impact.
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Figure 8 Screenshot from the final video presentation in which the group demonstrated the new
service blueprint

The solution was designed to increase value for both company and customer by customising
through co-creation, where the company and the customer design a product in a mutual
collaborative process around a virtual table. With reference to Prahalad and Ramaswamy
(2004), the group focused their solution on co-creating unique experiences with customers
through the new service design concept.

6.4 Company owner feedback and what happened next
The video was well received by the CO. In the feedback he expressed excitement and
verbalised high interest in the solution. In the following in-depth discussion with the group,
he however expressed a reluctance to fully give up decision-making authority in the design
process, objecting to the very core element of co-creation.

7. Comparison & Conclusions
In both cases the student groups succeed in provoking a new mindset and viewpoint from
the CO’s that they accept to a large extent. Even though the CO’s choose not to proceed
with the full solutions they value parts of them, and use them for further inspiration. They
also note that the process proves just as important as the final solution because it helps
them to think differently about their own practices – one could call this a collaborative
reflective practice session (adding to Schön 1983). In both cases the groups could have paid
even more attention to the concerns of the decision-maker, or benefitted from further
design interventions with the CO’s. For instance, the first group could have investigated
budget and cost, and the second group could have included the stakeholders. However, it
also comes down to deliberate choices from the groups to showcase the experience
potential in a website and demonstrate the effects of a major change in the service value
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chain, thus the intention was not necessarily for the company owners to take everything
from the proposed solutions. Both groups indicated that it in future work it would be
interesting to involve the decision makers a higher number of times during the design
process. We are keen on creating collaboration that are even better at challenging the
mindset of the decision maker and creating effective interventions. For this to happen, we
learned several things to consider in future endeavours from these two cases:
(1) In both cases the groups pay attention to the decision makers’ attitude and practices that
triggers actions and investigations that designers in the past usually paid little attention to –
for instance ‘the unique website differentiator’ based on decision makers knowledge.
Dealing with both past, present and the future state of a company is a complex matter, and
contemporary design thinking and co-design might have to be inspired from research within
organisational change. Understanding the practices of the decision makers and the
organisational culture becomes a key point of attention as design breakthroughs might be
found here as well as in the specific service design. We see an enormous potential in
bringing co-design and organisational change theory closer together to create strong, vital
and decisive design interventions – interventions that elicit change in decision makers and
the organisational culture, and create the necessary support for a service design concept, or
any other artefact, to be accepted and adopted.
(2) Brown and Martin (2015) emphasise that iterative interaction with the decision maker is
important, however this may not be enough and in so far it might be possible a project could
benefit from inviting other stakeholders as well to gain support and joint ownership of the
project from the very beginning. In case two the CO was aware that the project had taken
the direction of an internal process optimization. However, the group could see from the
feedback that although he was positive during the presentation, which may be due to a
video with high impact and a surprising solution, he still found it difficult to accept the
complete change in the company's operation, which was reflected in the oral feedback. In
reflection, the group saw this as a trait for the CO that could have been taken more into
account. The challenge here lies in convincing the decision maker that this is important both
in student-company collaborations and in other cases so that access to stakeholders can be
given. We know from co-design interventions in other projects that inviting diverse
stakeholders as well as outside experts into the co-design interventions can challenge
decision maker viewpoints and create the space for positive conflicts (Buur & Larsen 2010;
Author 2015). However, positive conflicts and reframing in co-design interventions is only
fruitful if it triggers actions and investigation – for this to happen, someone has to become
form-shaper in transition between interventions, a role suitable for the designer.
We suggest that the ‘classic’ designer role becomes more integrated with co-design
interventionist activities. With continuously more complex artefacts they are better off with
an integrated relationship with a focus on both the designer as a shaper of co-design
interventions and shaper of form in transitions.
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